






Title – In search of an intermedial pedagogy within higher education drama and performing arts degrees
     It requires little adventure or skill these days to stumble upon a piece of performance that enmeshes televisual and filmic technology within its bounds. In recent years many of the most renowned companies have integrated recorded or live feed media into their work. Across the UK and further afield intermediality’s footprint in professional theatre is ever more noticeable; from internationally known companies such as The Builders Association or Troika Ranch to emergent companies such as Imitating the Dog (Lancaster) and 1927 Cabaret (London) here in the UK. 
     You may, at this stage, politely suggest that you are aware of such work and can already appreciate the changing nature of this contemporary, hybrid performance and its impact on the actor. However, my quest is not to identify intermedial practice for you but to question its implications for teaching and learning in higher education. What impact does such ubiquity have when we as educators, in higher education ask our students to reference this type of contemporary practice and make work that is conversant with its form and content? Within this paper I intend to focus on three fundamental elements of devising and performance that are affected by intermediality and are central to teaching and learning at university level;: ‘authorship’, the construction of ‘role’ and the creation and perception of ‘mise en scène’. In order to consider these issues I will draw upon, and seek parallels between, two contrasting examples of practice, one professional and one educational. The first is the Wooster Group’s performance of Hamlet from 2007 and the second is my own work in higher education, with specific reference to a recent production of Robert Lepage’s Seven Streams of the River Ota with 3rd year Drama Studies undergraduates at De Montfort University (DMU). As a response to the challenges such work presents I will argue that intermedial pedagogy should seek an enabling correlation between contemporary practice and emergent intermedial theory. 
     In order to contextualise the pedagogical reflection that follows later, it is pertinent at this juncture to highlight some of the most recent and resonant perspectives on intermediality. A specific impetus for this enquiry can be identified in the findings of a UK conference held in 2007. In that year Palatine ​[1]​ convened a conference at Sheffield University in England entitled: Intermediality: Performance and Pedagogy. The stated theme of the event was “…the emergent field of Intermediality and its relationship to performance practice, pedagogy and research in an increasingly ‘digital world’.” ​[2]​ The most resonant comments for me came from Professor Robin Nelson who reflected that:
…to develop a bounded field, I think we need further to clarify what 'intermediality' might embrace. The range of pedagogies involved is likely to remain varied but, in order for some issues and challenges to be dialogically negotiated, I think we need more tightly to define the field. ​[3]​
     My contention is that this field of study; specifically the influence of intermediality within the higher education drama curriculum, is still awaiting detailed analysis in relation to the implications on teaching, learning and assessment. 
     The word ‘intermedia’ was first coined by Dick Higgins in his 1966 essay succinctly entitled “Intermedia” which was an attempt to describe the new hybrid forms of performance that were proliferating at the time. He noted that “…much of the best work being produced today seems to fall between media.” ​[4]​ As with any new term that is invoked in search of greater clarity, it both illuminates and complicates. In recent years, the research field that may be referred to as ‘intermediality’ has produced a plethora of responses to this initial yardstick; with points of consensus and contention. Many writers in the late 20th and early 21st century have sought to delineate this fluid term within a crowded terminological environment; encompassing multimediality, intertextuality and the like. Greg Giesekam, for example, offers his own perspective when he refers to the practice of ‘intermedia’ as being distinct from ‘multimedia’ in which the technology is supportive, but not integral, to the piece. He writes:
…where more extensive interaction between the performers and various media reshapes notions of character and acting, where neither the live material nor the recorded material would make much sense without the other, and where often the interaction between the media substantially modifies how the respective media conventionally function and invites reflection upon their nature and methods, I would suggest the term ‘intermedia’ is more appropriate. ​[5]​
     Giesekam, writing specifically about film/theatre interaction, identifies a crucial aspect of intermediality in its capacity, indeed intention, to modify its components. It is not merely a layering of scenographic elements for performers to work in front of; with each aspect retaining its distinctive characteristics. Intermediality’s distinction is the interaction between media and the new forms that arise from it. Kiel Kattenbelt refers to the “co-relations between different media that result in a redefinition of the media, which in turn leads to a refreshed perception. Intermediality assumes a co-relation in the actual sense of the word, that is to say a mutual affect.” ​[6]​
     This notion of a mutual affect is echoed in the latest major volume on the subject: Mapping Intermediality in Performance (2010), in which Andy Lavender refers to the hybridising qualities of intermediality: “…producing effective (affective) inscription through (new) mergings.” ​[7]​
     The significant implication of this viewpoint is that intermediality cannot be easily atomised into its constituent parts for traditional subject boundaries to identify and analyse. Intermedial practice makes something new with inherent implications for education. Therefore, what intrigues me, as a lecturer (within a university Performance and Digital Arts department) who engages in filmic interaction in the live space, is how this theatrical development may influence the teaching of performance and performance theory in the twenty first century. Specifically for this study, what are the pedagogical implications for ‘authorship’, ‘role’ and ‘mise en scène’ when dabbling in such alchemy? 
     To begin, as a means of problematizing the debate, I would like to propose that we consider the Wooster Group’s performance of Hamlet as if it were a student production. If Elizabeth le Compte, Scott Shepherd, et al. were a group who had presented this work to university tutors, what should we make of it in terms of authorship? In the show there are several screens projecting images from a 1964 filmed version of Hamlet starring Richard Burton. Scott Shepherd as the on stage Hamlet is constantly merging with this past persona, overlapping text and image many times over. The live and recorded, to apply Greg Giesekam’s intermedial litmus test, only “make much sense” in relationship to each other. But where does authorship lie? I would argue that much of the original power of the show resides in Burton’s own performance; yet we are not teaching or assessing Richard Burton. So what is being invoked? 
     To a degree, we are left to appreciate the collage, the edit, the intermedial mise en scène.  Initially, however, I am uncomfortable with this. It is not that I think this work lacks merit but I suggest that we should not assume that current paradigms of performance analysis are compatible with such work. In embracing filmic intermediality in theatre we also embrace, for example, the complex dilemma of direct appropriation of filmic material. In other words, moving images originated by another and always replicated with the same quality. New context and juxtaposition are, arguably, all we can add to a set of images conceived and captured by someone else. Now of course these can be sophisticated processes, as seen in Hamlet but there is an undeniable complication in such construction when we are attempting to contemplate authorship.
     To build on this debate we then need to consider the second issue of how the concept of a role may be perceived in the intermedial domain. Let us linger with Hamlet as our ‘student example’. In the production, Scott Shepherd’s portrayal is constantly shadowed by that of Richard Burton’s – writ large on screen. Shepherd’s action on stage is fine tuned to blend with his on screen double. All action is choreographed, almost to the second so that the technologists of the performance (projectionists, lighting operators etc) can undertake their roles effectively. But what then becomes of the actor in role? What live autonomy area they left with? Critical concerns over this issue are explicit in Ben Brantley’s New York review of the performance when he wrote: “The live cast members are hemmed in by their roles as replicants. Since their first duty is to present only the shells of the performances they are imitating, they are only rarely able to fill those exteriors with a transforming interpretive force.” ​[8]​
     I must state at this point that I am, of course, quoting selectively from Brantley’s review, in which there were many positive comments, yet this contemporary tension between live and recorded personas cannot be ignored. We are all captivated by a filmic or televisual image and when it is integrated into a live theatrical event it potentially distorts and demands the live performer to bend to its demands; its temporal and technological rigidity if nothing else. Recorded film starts and stops at fixed points and requires pre-prepared or pre-considered surfaces for projection. Performer autonomy and spontaneity in space and time are compromised, or shall we say they need recalibrating at least.
     For many years I have wrestled with these challenges within my own teaching practice at higher education and further education ​[9]​ levels in the UK. I, like many academics, have been influenced over the years by the experimental work of companies who have embedded filmic technology within the form and content of their performances. Alongside many colleagues I have appropriated techniques from work that I have seen and cajoled technology to replicate these images in my own work or that of a student group. I recall how, after seeing the UK based Forkbeard Fantasy’s late 1990’s production The Barbers of Surreal, I attempted, and still attempt, to create one of their signature techniques when a character walks out of the live space and on to film or the reverse process in which a two dimensional, filmic persona becomes a physical body, often walking through the screen. ​[10]​
     In this single intermedial act, Forkbeard Fantasy or indeed I are testing the dialogue between mediums; playing with “spatial and temporal logic.” ​[11]​ We are also, crucially, allowing technology to sit centre stage, literally and metaphorically, as the screen is no longer subservient scenography, designed to draw attention to the corporeal presence on stage. The intention is to draw attention to its own presence and its capacity to redefine the theatrical space and the performers within it. Bolter and Grusin referred to this feature as ‘hypermediacy’ ​[12]​ in which two key factors are crucial; firstly, theatre’s capacity to absorb other media and secondly, its intention to make the actual mediating process a concious aspect of performance. This hypermedial quality of theatre is a critical educative lens through which to observe, construct and critique intermedial performance as it facilitates both interpretative analysis of diverse media and synthesis of medial interaction. 
     This notion of theatre as a medium capable of incorporating all others is developed in Chapple and Kattenbelt’s seminal collection of essays Intermediality in Theatre and Performance. In the introduction they state that “…theatre has become a hypermedium and home to all” ​[13]​ within which all media can be sited and remediated to create “profusions of texts, inter-texts, inter-media and space in between.” ​[14]​ In this sense, theatre is able to acknowledge all acts of representation within its borders (often simultaneously) and make us conscious of their mediating effect. ​[15]​ 
     It is arguable that only theatre has the capacity to embrace other artistic forms and create interstices between them, whilst evading any fundamental alteration to their medial structure. Film and television, for example, can be incorporated into theatre by means of projection surfaces, whilst to place theatre into a film context requires a fundamental, structural remediation of the form so that physical embodiment and live performativity are sacrificed within the remediation process on screen. This particularity of theatre in which media are simultaneously distinct but mutually affected is an indispensable construct through which students may access and inhabit the intermedial space. It promotes not only an appreciation of each medium (which is distinct from atomisation) but also an awareness of the interactions between them. It legitimises the use of a collage of sources, even celebrating their conscious appropriation, but asks us to question their new placement in contrast to, or synthesis with other medial inputs.  
     To return to the case of Hamlet again, when such pre-recorded material is used in harness with the live event, we can then reconsider the work in terms of its hypermedial relationships. The Wooster Group performers, our would-be students, may now be contextualised within this new paradigm in which the roles are not seen as distinct from the on screen presences but as part of an overall layering effect. In other words, the role is not complete without the interplay between the strata of actor, film presence and the metaphor that is built within the mutual affect between them. I would argue that it is the metaphor that is the significant piece of authorship in much of the intermedial practice we witness. In the later analysis of my own specific performance practice with students it is this metaphorical feature that I will identify as vital for developing understanding and ownership over the work.
     In the creation or observation of such performance it is a distraction to focus on the mere corporeal presence. Instead, our attention should be given to the interplay of performances, made in multiple times and locations. Hypermediality reminds us that the final live act, or interaction, of any film/theatre intermediality should be perceived of as the point of assembly and revelation with many initial incarnations of role and narrative fashioned on film by actors and directors in another time and place. Even a live feed requires us to recalibrate our spatial perception of the event at hand. The observers, but also the performers are active in the composition of what Aleksandar Saša Dundjerović referred to as ‘techno en scène’ ​[16]​ as he made the distinction between a traditional ‘mise en scène’ and one that was infused with the form and content of contemporary media, particularly film and digital arts.  I would also offer the notion that film/theatre hypermediality may be considered as a ‘meta - mise en scène’; a confluence of specific filmic ‘mise en scène’ wherein we are constructing or interpreting the composition of shot and edit and theatrical ‘mise en scène’ which plays out in linear, realtime. 
     In intermedial practice we can play on the boundaries between theatrical presence and tele-presence. Students should be facilitated to play at this liminal point and, pivotal to that is the skill and confidence to manipulate and make overt the mediating processes. Successful intermedial ‘authorship’ can be identified not merely in the creation or appropriation of film nor in the physical enactment on stage but in the confluence of both these elements. This can be exemplified in Imitating the Dog’s recent production of Kellerman which focuses on the travails of a patient in a mental hospital. The poignancy of the work is in the tension between the live and the filmic. The fragility of his own physical body is counterpointed by the swirling, dream states that are conjured all around him on screen. The visual window on to his mental state is only bestowed with tragedy in juxtaposition (but we could equally refer to it as in harmony) with the physicality that reminds us of the entrapment he faces; therein lies the metaphor. The consequences and potentiality of perceiving theatre within a hypermedial aesthetic, therefore, in which all other forms can be incorporated and remediated is fundamental for educators and students. Significantly, hypermediality allows for both a deconstructive analysis of each medial element within a piece but also the framework to conceive of and evaluate the meta-mise en scène. 
     To a degree then this offers a satisfactory response to some of the pedagogical challenges and concerns raised by intermedial practice. However, what it does not fully address is the student experience. Offering theoretical paradigms for analysis of authorship, role and mise en scène are not necessarily responses to the students’ questions and reactions to inhabiting the intermedial domain. In performance work, where filmic image is integrated, theatre is inevitably drifting from a logocentric and phonocentric position, towards an aesthetic that privileges movement, image and the virtual, telematic body as equal to the corporeal. As educators we need to be mindful of the significance that student performers place on their corporeal presence, the experience of the here and now. Students’ select performing arts programmes because of the promise of the viscerality; the co-present experience with fellow actors and an audience. Their experience pre-higher education is overwhelmingly of psycho-physical and physical methodologies, so it is understandable if they are cautious of such new approaches that seek to re-negotiate the significance of the actor. Can this drift towards embodiment within a metaphorical collage be accommodated within a university culture? 
     In reference to my own work here at De Montfort University, I have experienced rehearsal processes in which students have been both stimulated and stifled by their engagement with film/theatre intermediality. In 2008-2009 I worked on an adapted production of Robert Lepage’s Seven Streams of the River Ota with 3rd year undergraduates in which we cut the original text down to the first four sections with additional devised material. Central to the work was the use of recorded and live feed projections on to a large screen. Several scenes required interaction between the live and digital space and, in the case of the live feed; actors were present on stage whilst their live image was projected to the rear of them. For example, a number of students portrayed prostitutes who were present on stage talking into their ‘sexchat’ webcams; the output of which was seen by the audience on the main screen. This required the actors to be aware of both their theatrical and filmic image at the same moment in time. Consideration had to be given to how they were positioned in the live mise en scène and how they were framed on screen. 
     Many students became aware of a shift in how their roles were being constructed within the rehearsal process and a realisation that their own embodied experience was only part of the overall portrayal of role. In this respect students were experiencing what I earlier conceived of as a metaphorical construction. Isabella Pluta refers to this phenomenon (that conflates the actor’s body, the digital presence and the metaphor they create) as the ‘mediaphoric body’.​[17]​
The body is transformed and becomes host to a role through the configuration of multiple elements of the spectacle, a role other than that of the character. The role is born of the co-existence of different media. ​[18]​
     Pluta is making particular reference here to Lepage’s The Andersen Project yet, as I have I already argued, this transformational process is evident in many other intermedial productions including The Wooster Group’s Hamlet and my own students work on Seven Streams. The students’ journal entries made at the time suggest an understanding of the re-negotiation of role and character development within the intermedial mise en scène or ‘techno en scène’, to return to Dundjerović’s specific Lepagian reference. One student wrote that it was important to “…grasp the concept that visual and dreamlike metaphors are more imperative when practicing Lepage's work, rather than individual narratives.” ​[19]​ A comment by one of the students playing a prostitute highlights their perception of role as a composition which cannot be entirely articulated by the physical body; requiring instead a collage of mediated processes. She wrote: “…once I was confined to a square box of lighting, saw my body projected through a live feed camera and heard the music from Madame Butterfly, I felt the role had become three dimensional, visual and existed in the play.” ​[20]​
     For the most part, on reading back these entries, the students’ seemed empowered by this process and had a clear degree of control over the authorship of their own roles. However, as can be seen from an article I wrote at the time, I was concerned by the potential for disenfranchisement:
 …the ‘techno en scène’ approach adopted by Lepage arguably requires even greater obfuscation of the actor as it foregrounds technology as an integral tool through which characters are drawn and narrative expressed. […] The students at DMU, although aware of this approach early in rehearsals, continually negotiated these ‘compromises’ throughout rehearsals as they were seemingly required to undertake a degree of ‘deconstruction’ in their roles (lines cut or changed, actions re-staged, linear narrative disrupted), in order to ‘construct’ the performance. ​[21]​ 

     The ramifications for pedagogy are in the realization that such contemporary construction of role requires careful negotiation with the students and access to pertinent theories that can deconstruct and demystify their experience. It is essential to validate their creative input and their “flesh and blood” ​[22]​ presence, as Pluta refers to it, so that they do not perceive themselves as merely mannequins to be placed by some external auteur. There needs to be pre-emptive recognition for the students that role is indeed reconceived in this mode of work and this requires anticipation on the educator’s part so that the layering effect of intermediality can be contextualized. It is also vital that they are given access to a perspective on the overall ‘techno en scène’. By that I mean the time, technology (playback of rehearsal footage) and analytical tools to step back from the on stage experience and critique what they are physically engaged in yet cannot fully appreciate from within the space. It could, of course, be argued that this reflective practice is essential to all student work but I would contest that this is specifically an issue in intermedial work as the students are integrated into multiple layers of mediated material in which the defining, mutual affect can only be fully witnessed and comprehended from an audience or external perspective. It is in this process that the specific intermedial concepts of the mediaphoric body and hypermediality are key enabling tools for students to recognize and interpret the nature of their role, how it is being authored and its place within a production.  
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